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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Title:  MAINTAINING  READINESS  IN  A  WORLD  OF  DECLINING 
CONTRACTOR  SUPPORT 

Author:  Major  Charles  E.  Ingold,  USMC 

Thesis:  As  budgets  decrease  and  Contractor  Logistics  Support  becomes  less  available, 
the  Marine  Corps  will  need  to  understand  the  degree  to  which  they  are  dependent  on 
contractor  support  services.  With  this  understanding  the  Marine  Corps  can  adjust  their 
logistic  force  structure  in  a  manner  that  will  ensure  future  readiness. 

Discussion:  This  paper  will  look  at  DOD’s  increased  reliance  on  contractor  support 
between  1990-2010  and  analyze  the  impact  this  reliance  may  have  on  the  technical 
proficiency  of  individual  Marines,  Marine  units  and  the  future  readiness  of  the  Marine 
Corps. 

Conclusion:  In  order  to  mitigate  this  impact  and  remain  ready  when  the  nation  is  least 
ready  the  Marine  Corps  will  need  to  understand  the  extent  of  its  current  reliance  as  well 
as  the  organic  personnel  and  equipment  required  to  train  and  operate  unencumbered  by 
Contractor  Logistic  Support. 
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Introduction 


The  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  has  always  aequired  goods  and  services  by 
contracting  with  commercial  sources.  This  is  a  time  honored  necessity  that  is  tightly 
governed  by  Federal  Acquisition  Regulations.  Contracting  for  goods  is  just  as  important 
as  contracting  for  services  but,  the  focus  of  this  paper  is  on  recent  trends  and 
potential  consequences  of  contracting  for  services. 

Contracting  for  services  enables  DoD  to  leverage  the  skills  and  manpower  of  the 
commercial  workforce.  This  provides  DoD  the  ability  to  support  a  wide  range  of 
requirement’s  while  maintaining  a  smaller  footprint.  This  capability  serves  as  an 
expedient  force  multiplier  and  a  “go  to”  solution  for  logistical  problems.  Acquiring  or 
contracting  for  a  service  is  commonly  referred  to  as  “Contractor  Logistics  Support 
(CLS)”. 

This  paper  analyzes  the  extent  to  which  DoD  and  specifically  the  Marine  Corps 
has  become  reliant  upon  CLS  and  the  negative  impacts  this  reliance  can  have  on  future 
readiness.  The  intent  of  this  paper  is  to  encourage  the  DoD  and  the  Marine  Corps  to 
examine  the  trends  of  CLS  utilization.  In  order  to  establish  a  balance  of  CLS  and  organic 
capability  that  will  ensure  continued  readiness  in  an  era  of  decreasing  budgets. 

Contracting  for  services  can  be  traced  back  as  early  as  1775  when  General  George 
Washington  acquired  commercial  services  to  support  his  forces. '  Although  contracting 
for  services  is  nothing  new  for  DoD,  during  the  last  20  years  DoD  has  experienced  an 
unprecedented  increase  in  the  number  of  service  contracts  awarded.  This  increase  has 
been  at  the  fairly  consistent  rate  of  approximately  6.1%  per  year  for  the  last 
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two  decades  (1990-2010).  At  face  value  this  amounts  to  a  120%  increase  in  CLS 
utilization  and  it  represents  a  significant  change  in  business  practice  on  the  part  of  DoD. 

This  change  resulted  in  a  reduction  of  organic  logistic  support  and  an  increase  in 
CLS.  Regardless  of  the  reason  or  need  for  this  change,  the  increased  utilization  of  CLS 
has  resulted  in  DoD  reliance  upon  CLS.  It  is  noted  that  many  of  the  services  provided  by 
CLS  were  necessary  to  directly  support  war  efforts  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  from  2003- 
2013  and  many  of  the  services  were  conducted  overseas.  However,  CLS  utilization  in 
garrison  has  risen  to  unprecedented  levels  creating  a  state  in  which  DoD  is  reliant  on 
CLS  in  garrison  in  addition  to  while  forward  deployed. 

Now  that  the  war  in  Iraq  has  concluded  and  the  war  in  Afghanistan  is  winding 
down,  DoD  is  restructuring  the  force.  This  is  being  done  through  downsizing.  This 
downsizing  is  normal  for  DOD  in  a  post  war  environment  and  it  is  not  attributed  to  or  the 
result  of,  increased  utilization  of  CLS. 

DoD’s  budget  is  also  decreasing.  Specifically,  for  the  next  several  years  budget 
projections  are  predicting  a  decrease  in  baseline  and  Overseas  Contingency 
Operations  (OCO)  budgets  which  have  been  the  primary  sources  of  funding  for  CLS. 

This  decrease  in  funding  will  directly  result  in  a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  CLS  provided 
and  DoD  downsizing  will  result  in  less  active  duty  personnel  available  to  perform  the 
services  previously  or  currently  provided  by  contractors. 

When  combined,  the  reduction  of  both  funding  and  active  duty  personnel  holds 
the  potential  to  create  a  shortfall  in  DoD’s  logistical  capability  and  negatively  impact 
DOD’s  ability  to  maintain  readiness.  This  impact  will  un-proportionately  affect  the 
Marine  Corps,  as  they  are  the  smallest  armed  service  within  DOD  yet  they  maintain  the 
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highest  percentage  of  operational  forces.  This  is  unacceptable  as  the  Marine  Corp  is 
tasked  with  being  the  force  “most  ready  when  the  nation  is  least  ready”. 

As  a  part  of  DoD’s  initiative  to  downsize  or  “right  size”  the  force,  it  has  been 
commonly  reported  that  the  Marine  Corps  is  expected  to  lose  approximately  20,000 
Marines  over  the  next  several  years.  That  will  bring  its  end-strength  down  from  202,000 
to  around  182,000.  This  amounts  to  an  approximate  10%  reduction.  The  Corp’s 
downsizing,  just  like  DOD’s  will  run  concurrently  with  forecasted  budget  cuts  and  will 
result  in  a  reduction  of  funding  for  CLS.  In  this  future  economic  environment  the  work 
previously  performed  by  CLS  providers  will  need  to  be  performed  by  active  duty 
personnel.  Ironically,  this  change  will  occur  at  the  same  time  that  the  active  duty  force  is 
downsized. 

As  this  change  occurs,  it  will  be  critical  for  the  Marine  Corps  to  understand 
the  degree  to  which  they  have  become  reliant  upon  CLS  as  well  as  the  organic  assets 
required  to  reassume  the  workload  from  CLS  providers.  This  clear  understanding  of  the 
current  state  will  allow  the  Marine  Corps  to  make  adjustments  required  to  mitigate  the 
impact  of  decreasing  CLS  and  ensure  they  are  able  to  maintain  readiness  for  the  future 
operations. 


Contractor  Logistic  Support:  The  definition 
and  governing  documents. 

According  to  DoD,  “The  acquisition  of  services  plays  a  vital  role  in  advancing 
and  maintaining  the  mission  capability  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD).  Services 
acquisition  covers  a  broad  spectrum  of  requirements  from  research  and  development, 
advisor  services,  information  technology  support,  medical,  to  maintaining  equipment  and 
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facilities. 

Each  service  eomponent  within  DoD  utilizes  CLS,  although  terms  and  precise 
definitions  differ.  To  foeus  this  issue  on  the  Marine  Corps,  their  definition  will 
be  used.  The  United  States  Marine  Corps  definition  of  CLS  is  found  in  Marine  Corps 
Order  4200.33.  ^  Aeeording  to  the  order,  CLS  is  defined  as  “a  method  of  obtaining 
logistics  support  for  a  product  or  service  for  a  specified  period  of  time.  It  may  be 
implemented  to  provide  total  support  for  a  product  or  system  or  to  support  one  or  more 
specific  functions  (e.g.,  maintenance,  supply  and  distribution,  training,  information 
technology,  and  software/hardware  support).  CLS  may  be  provided  through  commercial 
or  government  sources.  CLS  may  encompass  an  entire  system,  individual  system 
components,  or  a  level  of  support  services  associated  with  the  system  or  any  and/or  all  of 
its  components.  It  is  important  to  point  out  that  this  definition  is  speoifieally  provided 
with  regard  to  Marine  ground  equipment  or  weapons  systems  and  exeludes  aviation 
equipment. 

When  CLS  is  used  to  support  Marine  aviation  equipment  or  weapons  systems, 
Offiee  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  Instruetion  (OPNAVINST)  4790. 2B  Naval 
Aviation  Maintenanee  Program  (NAMP)  is  the  governing  publieation.  Regardless,  the 
definition  found  in  Marine  Corps  Order  4200.22  will  be  used  because  the  NAMP  does 
not  provide  a  definition  for  CLS.  In  addition  to  the  Marine  Corps  Order  and  the  NAMP, 
all  services  must  be  aequired  in  aceordanee  with  the  rules  and  regulations  found  in  the 
Lederal  Aequisition  Regulations  (PAR),  Defense  Pederal  Aequisition  Regulations 
(DEAR)  and  Marine  Corps  Aequisition  Proeedures  Supplement  (MAPS).  It  is  also 
important  to  point  out  that  some  serviees  aequired  do  not  fall  into  the  eategories  of 
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ground  or  aviation  weapon  systems  beeause  these  serviees  fall  outside  of  the  seope  of 

Marine  Corps  Order  4200.33  and  OPNAVINST  4790. 2B.  Thus,  in  the  absenee  of  any 
other  supplementary  guidanee  the  only  governing  doeuments  are  the  FAR,  DFAR  and 

MAPS. 


The  Types  of  Contractor 
Logistic  Support  Utilized 

The  types  of  serviees  eontraeted  by  DoD  inelude,  but  are  not  limited  to: 
eonstruction,  researeh  and  development,  maintenanee  support,  supply  support, 
distribution,  training,  information  teehnology  and  professional  support.  These  are  broad 
eategories  and  eaeh  eontains  multiple  subsets.  To  further  refine  this  analysis,  foeus  will 
be  limited  to  the  eategories  of  maintenanee  support,  supply  support,  distribution,  training, 
information  teehnology  and  professional  support.  These  are  speeifieally  ehosen  beeause 
they  are  identified  as  key  logistieal  enablers  that  drive  readiness  and  direetly  aid  in 
mission  aeeomplishment  for  the  Marine  Corps. 

While  eonstruetion  and  researeh  and  development  also  aid  readiness  and  mission 
aeeomplishment  these  two  serviee  categories  are  budgeted  in  a  different  manner  then 
CLS  and  as  a  result  they  will  not  be  included  in  this  paper.  This  paper  will  focus  on  the 
categories  of  maintenance  support,  supply  support,  distribution,  training,  information 
technology  and  professional  support. 

CLS  as  a  term  is  commonly  associated  with  DoD’s  move  to  use  Performance 
Based  Logistics  (PBL).  DoD  defines  PBL  as  “an  outcome  based  support  strategy  that 
provides  an  integrated  support  solution  that  balances  warfighter  readiness  and 
affordability.  This  is  based  on  output  measures,  such  as  weapon  system  availability  and 
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Operations  and  Support  costs,  rather  than  input  measures,  such  as  parts  technical 

o 

services.  ”  PBL  and  CLS  are  both  invaluable  tools  that  allow  DoD  to  shift  the  load  from 
organie  logisties  eapabilities  to  those  provided  by  eontraetors.  However,  shifting  from 
organie  to  eontraeted  logisties  ean  have  unantieipated  eonsequenees. 

“In  many  eases  these  approaehes  are  now  eonsidered  the  sustainment  strategies  of 
ehoiee  to  faeilitate  the  rapid  aequisition  and  fielding  of  equipment  to  the  warfighter.  ”^As 
sueh,  the  use  of  PBL  and  CLS  have  proven  to  be  very  sueeessful  methods  to  fdl  gaps  in 
Marine  Corp’s  organie  logisties  eapability,  enable  rapid  respond  to  erisis  and  to  augment 
forees  in  garrison.  Not  to  mention  that  the  use  of  CLS  has  allowed  DoD  to  respond 
simultaneously  to  the  Global  War  On  Terror  (GWOT),  the  war  in  Iraq,  and  the  war  in 
Afghanistan  without  requiring  a  national  draft. 

The  history  and  utilization  of  CLS  is  already  well  doeumented  and  is  not 
the  foeus  of  this  paper.  It  has  been  noted  by  Nathan  Hill  that  ""There  is  undoubtedly  a 
need  for  military  contractors  and  there  are  numerous  positive  arguments  in  their  favor. 
However,  the  negative  arguments  have  not  been  highlighted  enough  recently  and  the 
scales  are  now  out  of  balance. The  dramatie  inereased  utilization  of  CLS  over  the  last 
twenty  years  as  well  as  the  impaet  of  this  utilization  potentially  has  a  dramatie  effeet  on 
the  Marine  Corps. 


Increased  Utilization  of 
Contractor  Logistic  Services 

“For  over  ten  years  the  DOD  has  spent  more  on  service  requirements  than  it  has 
on  equipment  acquisitions.  While  the  acquisition  of  major  systems  follows  a  much 
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defined  process,  the  acquisition  of  services  tends  to  be  more  ad  hoc. 

The  ad  hoc  nature  of  the  aequisition  of  services  makes  it  difficult  to  precisely 
determine  the  extent  to  which  DoD,  or  more  precisely  the  Marine  Corps,  is  reliant  upon 
CLS.  This  difficulty  is  partially  the  result  of  the  multiple  avenues  in  which  services 
can  be  acquired  within  DoD;  services  can  be  acquired  jointly  for  all  branches  of 
DoD,  or  on  an  individual  basis  by  the  respective  DoD  branches.  When  acquired 
individually,  each  branch  can  acquire  services  at  headquarter  level  for  the  whole  branch, 
at  the  Program  Management  (PM)  level  to  support  a  specific  weapons  system  or 
component  or  they  can  acquire  services  at  the  base  or  station  level  to  support  individual 
units  or  requirements.  Deployable  units  also  have  Contingency  Contracting  Officers 
(CCO)  assigned  to  support  unit  and  general  requirements  while  forward  deployed. 

Despite  the  ad  hoc  nature  of  acquiring  services  and  the  complexity  that  it  brings, 
the  demand  and  acquisition  of  CLS  has  consistently  increased  since  1990.  In  contrast, 
during  the  same  time  frame,  DoD’s  spending  on  products  and  research  and  development 
has  declined.  In  1990,  DoD  spent  approximately  $49  billion  on  services  compared  to 
2010  in  which  they  spent  approximately  $161  billion  on  services  (see  appendix  A). 

This  increase  can  be  summed  up  in  the  following  way  “In  DoD  contracting 
overall,  services  grew  at  a  much  faster  pace  in  the  past  20  years  than  did  products  and 
R&D,  and  were  it  not  for  combat  operations  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  would  possibly  have 
continued  to  receive  the  lion ’s  share  of  DoD  contract  awards.  Also  as  a  result  of  these 
operations.  Army  and  “other  DoD  ”  (primarily  DLA)  shares  of  total  contracting  grew 
while  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  shares  declined.  ”  This  equates  to  an  overall  increase  of 
228.5%  and  as  stated  above,  the  increase  in  services  would  have  continued  at  a  similar 
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pace  even  without  the  eombat  operations  which  were  predominant  from  2003  to  2010. 

However,  it  is  reeognized  that  this  figure  is  skewed  by  two  deeades’ 
of  inflation  1990  to  2010.  Using  3%  as  an  average  rate  of  annul  inflation  and 
multiplying  this  faetor  of  3%  by  20  (for  20  years  of  CLS  inerease)  equals  60  suggesting 
that  60%  of  the  inerease  detailed  above  eould  arguably  be  attributed  to  inflation  viee 
demand.'"^  The  total  inerease  of  228.5%  subtraeted  by  the  inflation  rate  of  60%  results  in 
an  inerease  of  168%.  This  figure  represents  a  more  aeeurate  depietion  of  the  inereased 
utilization  of  CLS.  Even  after  subtraeting  the  inflation  faetor  the  inerease  remains 
unpreeedented  and  represents  a  dramatic  change  in  business  practiees  for  DoD. 

To  illustrate  the  inerease  in  another  way,  during  Operation  Desert  Storm  (1991) 
the  ratio  of  contraetors  to  serviee  members  on  the  ground  was  1:100.  In  contrast,  during 
Operation  Iraqi  Freedom  (2003)  the  ratio  had  inereased  to  1:10.  Furthermore,  it  is  has 
been  estimated  that  during  Operation  Enduring  Freedom  in  Afghanistan  that  the  ratio 
climbed  as  high  as  1:1  and  in  some  cases  higher.'^ 

Breaking  down  the  inerease  by  individual  DoD  eomponent  within  the  same 
time  period,  reveals  that  the  Army  inereased  spending  on  serviees  by  approximately 
469.23%,  the  Navy  inereased  by  approximately  78.95%,  the  Air  Foree  inereased  by 
approximately  107.69%,  and  the  other  departments  of  DoD  inereased  by  550%  (see 
appendix  B).  The  Marine  Corps  falls  within  the  department  of  the  Navy  within  this 
breakdown;  however,  its  utilization  of  CFS  cannot  simply  be  ealeulated  as  a 
pereentage  of  the  Navy.  This  is  beeause  the  unique  missions  of  the  Marine  Corps 
whieh  neeessitates,  and  enables  it,  to  utilize  CFS  procured  jointly  and  by  the  other  DoD 
eomponents.  Thus,  the  Marine  Corps  utilization  of  CFS  is  a  eombination  of  the  CFS  they 
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procure  and  the  CLS  they  use  that  is  proeured  by  other  serviee  eomponents. 

For  example,  the  Marine  Corps  was  able  to  utilize  the  Army’s  Base  Operations 
Support  Serviees  (BOSS)  and  Logisties  Civilian  Augmentation  Program  (LOGCAP) 
eontraets  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan.  Additionally,  the  Marine  Corps  routinely  uses 
Defense  Logisties  Ageney  (DLA)  eontraets.  When  the  Marine  Corps  utilizes  other  DoD 
eomponents  serviee  eontraets,  it  skews  the  data  and  makes  determining  the  exaet  inerease 
of  the  Marine  Corps  diffieult.  Nevertheless,  the  overall  trend  of  inereased  utilization  of 
CLS  within  DoD,  the  Navy  and  the  Marine  Corps  is  elear.'^ 

The  numbers  presented  above  illustrate  DoD’s  inereased  use  and  relianee 
on  CLS.  Additionally,  the  numbers  elearly  show  that  the  Marine  Corps  as  a  department 
of  the  Navy  has  followed  suit  by  inereasing  its  aequisition  of  CLS  as  well  as  its  use 
of  CLS  aequired  jointly  or  by  other  DoD  eomponents.  It  is  this  inereased  relianee  on 
CLS  that  has  the  potential  to  negatively  impaet  the  future  readiness  of  the  Marine  Corps. 

The  Impact  of  Over  Reliance  on 
CLS  to  the  Department  of  Defense 

Continued  relianee  on  CLS  has  the  potential  to  negatively  impaet  the  future 
readiness  of  all  DoD  serviee  eomponents.  This  assumption  is  derived  from  the  strategie 
guidanee  found  in  Joint  Vision  2020  whieh  states:  “The  joint  force,  because  of  its 
flexibility  and  responsiveness,  will  remain  the  key  to  operational  success  in  the  future. 

The  integration  of  core  competencies  provided  by  the  individual  Services  is  essential  to 
the  joint  team,  and  the  employment  of  the  capabilities  of  the  Total  Force  (active,  reserve, 
guard,  and  civilian  members)  increases  the  options  for  the  commander  and  complicates 
the  choices  of  our  opponents.  ”  Prolonged  use  of  CLS  by  any  eomponent  of  DoD  viee 
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using  organic  logistics  capabilities  may  lead  to  a  degradation  in  eore  eompeteneies  whieh 
will  direetly  reduee  flexibility  and  responsiveness  in  the  joint  force. 

Based  on  their  size,  missions  and  larger  budgets  the  Air  Force,  Army  and  Navy 
may  prove  more  resilient  to  this  impact.  This  is  in  no  way  inferring  they  will  not  be 
impaeted  by  prolonged  use  of  CLS.  It  is  simply  aeknowledging  that  these  serviee 
eomponents  are  more  robust  then  the  Marine  Corps  and  thus,  have  more  options  available 
to  them  to  mitigate  the  impaet. 

These  options  are  afforded  to  them  because  of  their  foree  strueture,  and  large 
eivilian  workforee— both  of  whieh  ean  be  leveraged  to  provide  time  and  spaee  in 
whieh  to  make  hard  budget  deeisions.  This  time  and  spaee  will  allow  them  to  find 
logistieal  solutions  to  mitigate  any  impaet  they  eneounter.  The  Air  Foree’s  end  strength  is 
eomprised  of  46%  operating  forees  with  a  eivilian  to  active  duty  ratio  of  1:2.1.  The 
Army’s  end  strength  is  eomprised  of  56%  operating  forees  with  a  eivilian  to  aetive  duty 
ratio  of  1:2.1.  The  Navy’s  end  strength  is  50%  operating  forees  with  a  eivilian  to  aetive 
duty  ratio  of  1:1.8.  The  Marine  Corps  maintains  the  lowest  ratio  of  eontraetors  to  aetive 
duty  with  end  strength  of  67%  operating  forees  with  a  civilian  to  active  duty  ratio  of 
1:10.4, 


The  Impact  of  Contractor  Logistic 
Support  on  the  Marine  Corps 

The  Marine  Corps  is  the  United  State’s  smallest  serviee.  However,  it  has  the 
highest  percentage  of  operating  forees  and  lowest  civilian  to  active  duty  ratio  of  all  the 
serviees.  This  is  eonsidered  a  high  “tooth  to  tail”  ratio  and  requires  that  the  Marine  Corps 
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be  a  lean  foree  in  order  to  function  as  a  force  in  readiness. 

The  Marine  Corps  must  not  be  overly  burdened  with  the  use  of  CLS  in  order 
to  ensure  it  is  agile  and  expeditious  enough  to  deploy  unencumbered  by  the  use  of 
CLS.  In  order  to  accomplish  this,  a  true  understanding  of  the  Marine  Corps  current 
reliance  on  CLS  is  critical  to  ensure  the  Corps  is  able  to  meet  the  challenges  of 
the  future.  An  argument  can  be  made  that  CLS  does  not  encumber  the  Marine  Corps 
based  on  the  success  experienced  during  the  wars  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan.  This  argument 
may  not  add  value  to  this  discussion  because  the  Marine  Corps  must  plan  to  fight  the 
wars  of  the  future  not  the  last  war  fought. 

Between  2001  and  2013  CLS  was  utilized  in  a  forward  deployed  yet 

predominately  garrisoned  environment.  This  must  be  weighed  carefully  considering 
that 

the  uncertainty  of  future  operations  demand  that  the  Marine  Corps  be  prepared  to  work  in 
austere  environments.  It  is  also  important  to  highlight  the  fact  that  funding  for  CLS  was 
readily  available  during  the  wars  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  and  that  may  not  be  the  case  in 
the  future.  Regardless,  the  Marine  Corps  will  need  to  be  ready  when  the  nation  calls  and 
they  will  need  to  be  able  to  operate  unencumbered  in  uncertain  terrain. 

The  Issues  created  by 
Prolonged  Reliance  on  CLS 

The  benefits  of  using  CLS  as  well  as  the  issues  and  concerns  created  by  relying 
on  contractors  have  been  widely  researched.  Four  issues  that  have  not  been  widely 
researched  are  1)  cost,  2)  loss  of  skill,  3)  retention  of  personnel  and  4)  deploy-ability.  All 
of  these  issues  have  the  potential  to  negatively  impact  the  future  readiness  of  the  Marine 
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Corps.  In  order  to  rapidly  deploy,  and  operate  in  austere  environments  with  limited 
resourees,  the  Marine  Corps  will  need  to  reduee  their  costs  and  retain  highly  skilled 
individuals  that  are  highly  deployable. 

The  first  issue  with  the  use  of  CLS  is  simply  the  cost.  As  stated  above  in  fiscal 
year  2010,  DOD  spent  $161  billion  on  services  alone.  If  current  budgets  were  scheduled 
to  remain  constant,  this  might  not  be  a  problem  but  the  sum  of  DoD’s  base  line  and  OCO 
budgets  are  scheduled  to  decline  over  the  next  few  years  according  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  fiscal  year  2012  budget  request. 

The  current  rate  of  spending  on  CLS  simply  cannot  be  sustained  and  new  way  of 
doing  business  must  be  considered.  This  is  an  obvious  problem,  however,  converting 
from  CLS  to  organic  capability  can  be  a  complicated  process.  The  cost  must  be  examined 
and  decisions  must  be  made  as  to  the  extent  the  Marine  Corps  can  continue  to  utilize 
CLS. 

To  be  prepared  for  the  uncertainty  of  the  future,  the  Marine  Corps  will  need  to 
find  a  cost  effective  balance  of  organic  logistics  and  CLS  that  will  maintain  readiness  and 
allow  the  force  to  rapidly  respond  to  crisis.  Finding  this  balance  will  be  required  in  order 
to  comply  with  current  Marine  Corps  strategic  guidance  which  states  that  “Our 
expeditionary  Marine  Corps  requires  a  logistics  capability  that  is  leaner,  lighter,  and  less 
energy-intensive  than  the  past.”  This  will  have  to  be  done  in  an  era  of  declining 
budgets  and  manpower. 

The  second  issue  with  the  use  CLS  is  that  its  prolonged  use  can  lead  to  a  loss  of 
technical  proficiency  and  organic  skill  sets.  This  is  attributed  to  the  current  trends  of  PBL 
which  have  tilted  the  balance  of  logistic  capabilities  in  the  favor  of  CLS.  This  situation 
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makes  retaining  qualified  aetive  duty  personnel  difficult  and  can  lead  to  a  loss  of  agility 
within  the  force  structure.  The  retention  of  qualified  active  duty  personnel  becomes  a 
challenge  because  higher  paying  civilian  jobs  become  readily  available  and  highly 
accessible  to  service  members. 

This  is  at  odds  with  strategic  guidance  which  states  “Logistics  agility  is 
paramount  in  supporting  and  sustaining  multiple  contingencies  simultaneously.”  In 
order  to  comply  with  this  guidance  the  organic  skill  sets  required  to  create  agility  within 

the  force  must  be  retained.  It  has  already  been  noted  that  “With  plentiful  budgets  and  a 
high  operational  tempo,  a  eultural  ehange  took  plaee  within  Marine  Corps  maintenanee 
eommunities.  It  beeame  easier  to  “pluek  and  ehuek”  high-value  eomponents  rather  than 
attempt  to  repair.  This  is  no  longer  an  option,  and  it  is  vital  to  return  to  our  eore  logisties 
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eompeteney  and  have  Marines  fix  this  equipment.  ” 

This  change  clearly  runs  against  guidance  and  creates  a  situation  in  which 
the  organic  skills  required  to  repair  these  high-tech  components  were  abandoned  in  favor 
of  CLS.  No  documentation  has  been  found  providing  proof  that  any  Military 
Occupational  Specialties  (MOS’s)  have  been  terminated  due  to  reliance  on  CLS. 
However,  having  service  members  in  some  cases  for  ten  years,  turn  their  work  over  to 
contractors  can  obviously  result  in  a  reduction  in  organic  proficiency. 

In  1990,  CLS  was  limited  and  organic  assets  provided  the  lion’s  share  of  the 
services.  After  a  decade  of  relying  on  CLS,  a  generation  of  Marines  have  come  to  depend 
on  CLS  at  a  level  not  seen  previously.  To  put  this  issue  in  perspective,  the  Staff  Non- 
Commissioned  Officer’s  (SNCO’s)  who  held  the  skills  and  tacit  knowledge  in  2000  have 
now  retired.  The  Non-  Commissioned  Officer’s  (NCO’s)  who  held  the  skills  in  2000 
have  spent  10  years  relying  on  CLS  which  may,  in  and  of  itself,  dull  the  very  skills  that 
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they  require. 

Marines  who  joined  the  Marine  Corps  from  2001  to  the  present,  have,  despite 
their  teehnieal  training,  come  to  rely  heavily  on  CLS.  Retaining  the  skills  sets  of  these 
Marines  is  essential  to  maintaining  future  readiness.  This  is  also  essential  to  comply  with 
the  strategic  guidance  found  in  Marine  Corps,  Vision  and  Strategy  2025  which  states 
“Logistics  agility  is  paramount  in  supporting  and  sustaining  multiple  contingencies 
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simultaneously.” 

The  third  issue  is  with  the  use  of  CLS  is  the  retention  of  key  personnel.  When 
CLS  is  utilized  contractors  work  side  by  side  with  Marines.  This  creates  a  situation  where 
Marines  work  side  by  side  with  contractors  who  earn  significantly  more  pay  then  they 
are.  All  the  while  Marines  witness  that  the  contractors  are  not  required  to  perform  all  the 
duties  required  of  Marines.  Considering  that  CLS  has  become  the  norm  in  some  MOSs, 
this  may  negatively  impact  the  retention  of  Marines  in  MOS’s  affected  by  CLS. 

Furthermore,  the  retention  of  personnel  and  the  retention  of  the  skill  sets  those 
personnel  hold  can  impact  overall  readiness.  Specific  MOS’s  that  could  face  potential 
retention  issues  are  special  forces,  maintenance,  supply,  distribution  and  training, 
information  technology/repair.  It  is  important  to  point  out  that  this  list  is  not  all  inclusive 
and  serves  only  as  a  starting  point  for  review. 

Critical  to  this  discussion  is  understanding  that  replacing  personnel  in  certain 
MOSs  is  not  a  simple  task.  For  instance,  aviation  avionics  personnel  have  an  initial 
training  pipeline  that  can  last  up  to  two  and  one  half  years  for  certain  weapons  platforms. 
This  two  and  half  years  only  produces  a  basically  trained  Marine.  It  takes  several  more 
years  for  those  Marines  to  become  technically  proficient  to  the  differing  levels  required 
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by  their  commands.  This  lengthy  training  process  implies  that  the  retention  of  these 
personnel  are  critical  to  ensuring  future  readiness. 

The  fourth  and  last  issue  with  reliance  on  CLS  is  that  CLS  providers  and 
personnel  are  not  as  rapidly  deployable  as  organic  assets.  In  fact,  the  deployment  of  these 
assets  are  foreshadowed  by  a  myriad  of  obstacles.  For  example,  the  contract  which 
provides  the  CLS  must  detail  the  requirements  for  deployment.  If  deployment 
of  CLS  it  is  not  in  the  contract,  it  must  either  be  negotiated,  written  in  a 
new  contract  or  abandoned.  Once  deployment  is  the  contract  the  deployment  of  CLS 
must  be  screened  for  legality,  security  and  sustainability  at  a  minimum. 

When  the  conditions  listed  above  have  been  met  CLS  can  deploy.  However,  it 

has  already  been  noted  that:  “The  Marine  Corps  ’  growing  reliance  on  CLS  and  PEL  will 

not  allow  units  to  operate  independent  of  local  infrastructure,  and  it  is  not  plausible  to 

think  that  civilian  contractors  will  be  ready  to  operate,  deploy,  and  support  the  MAGTF 

in  a  time-constrained  manner.  ”  This  inability  to  operate  in  a  time  constrained  manner 

is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  nature  of  the  Marine  Corps  and  the  guidance  provided  in 

Marine  Corps  Vision  and  Strategy  2025  which  states  “We  are  by  law,  and  will  continue 
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to  be,  the  Nation ’s  force  in  readiness  —  “most  ready  when  the  Nation  is  least  ready." 
Thus,  the  deploy-ability  of  CLS  is  an  issue  that  must  be  addressed  when  considering  CLS 
in  the  future  and  when  determining  the  right  sized  force. 

In  an  era  of  shrinking  budgets  and  uncertain  global  security  environment’s  the 
Marine  Corps  must  stand  ready  to  be  the  nation’s  force  in  readiness.  Understanding  the  4 
issues  of  cost,  loss  of  skill,  retention  of  personnel,  and  deploy-ability  will  be  essential  to 
maintaining  this  readiness.  Below,  recommendations  are  provided  to  mitigate  these 
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Recommendations 


The  following  recommendations  are  provided  for  commanders,  program 
managers,  acquisition  professionals,  manpower  experts  and  small  unit  leaders.  These 
recommendations  are  specifically  provided  to  address  the  issues  listed  above. 
Additionally,  these  recommendations  are  provided  to  enable  the  Marine  Corps  to  identify 
technical  proficiency  gaps  created  by  a  decade  or  more  reliance  on  CSL  and  mitigate 
degradation  of  future  readiness. 

The  first  recommendation  is  that  all  units  with  current  CLS  contracts 

review  their  CLS  contract  and  verify  whether  or  not  there  is  a  written  contingency  plan 

for  the  contract.  If  no  plan  exists,  it  is  recommended  that  a  contingency  plan  be  created  in 

accordance  with  Marine  Corps  Order  4200.33.  Furthermore,  it  is  recommended  that  the 

plan  be  created  whether  or  not  the  CSL  being  provided  meets  the  definition  of  ground 

equipment  or  weapons  systems.  The  plan  is  not  required  for  non-ground  systems: 

however,  it  is  a  proven  method  available  in  which  a  unit  can  consider  the  “what-if  ’ 

should  CLS  fail  to  meet  the  operational  supportability  requirements.  As  stated  in  Marine 

Corps  Order  4200.33  “77ie  decision  to  use  CLS  requires  a  contingency  plan  to  transition 

'2.1 

to  organic  support,  if  CLS  fails  to  meet  the  operational  supportability  requirements.  ” 
Creating  this  plan  will  provide  a  unit’s  leadership  a  clear  picture  of  the  extent 
they  are  reliant  on  CLS  by  discovering  what  is  required  to  revert  back  to  organic  assets  if 
necessary.  This  picture  will  also  help  meet  the  intent  of  Marine  Corps  Order  4200.33 
which  states  ""The  Marine  Corps  is  an  expeditionary  force  and  will  retain,  via  all 


available  means  the  maintenance,  and  supply  and  distribution  capabilities  required  to 
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maintain  readiness." 

The  second  recommendation  is  that  all  units  with  current  CLS  contracts  and  all 
units  in  the  process  of  initiating  a  CLS  contract  should  conduct  a  thorough  alternative 
analysis.  This  analysis  should  review  all  alternative  courses  of  action  to  contracting  for 
CLS.  This  recommendation  is  in  keeping  with  Marine  Corps  Order  4200.33  which 
states  ""The  potential  use  of  CLS  is  a  consideration  that  should  be  addressed  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis  to  determine  when,  where,  and  how  such  support  may  best  serve  the 
Marine  Corps  operational  and  supportability  requirements.  ”  The  analysis  conducted 
should  look  at  cost  and  the  best  alternative  to  organic  support  that  allows  the  unit  to 
maintain  readiness. 

The  length  and  relevance  of  the  contract  should  also  be  reviewed.  Many  CLS 
contracts  created  during  the  last  decade  in  support  of  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  were  required 
to  deal  with  an  increasing  deployment  cycle.  This  cycle  is  winding  down  but  the 
contracts  are  still  in  effect.  It  is  also  recommended  that  contracts  be  examined  to 
ensure  that  their  continued  use  does  not  needlessly  drain  financial  resources  or  degrade 
the  ability  to  maintain  readiness  organically. 

The  third  recommendation  is  that  all  units  that  have  recently  used  or  are 
currently  using  CLS  should  measure  the  technical  proficiency  of  their  Marines 
against  existing  Individual  Training  Standards  (ITS)  for  each  Military  Occupational 
specialty  affected  as  well  as  the  Mission  Essential  Tasks  List  (METL)  for  the  unit.  This 
measure  will  provide  a  better  understanding  of  the  technical  proficiency  of  individual 
Marines  and  the  unit.  This  enables  commanders  to  determine  if  post  CES  refresher 
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training  will  be  required 

Logistical  planners,  logistical  staff  and  senior  enlisted  positions  have  also 
become  reliant  on  CLS.  In  some  instances  where  funding  has  been  plentiful,  CLS  has 
been  a  default  logistics  solution.  It  may  be  necessary  to  measure  the  proficiency 
of  these  positions  and  if  required,  provide  refresher  training  for  the  Marines.  In  the  end 
measuring  the  technical  proficiency  of  the  entire  unit  is  necessary  to  truly  gauge  unit 
readiness.  This  measurement  will  enable  units  to  determine  the  requirement  for  refresher 
training  if  required  to  maintain  unit  readiness. 

The  fourth  and  final  recommendation  is  for  MOS  shortfalls  and  retention 
issues.  The  purpose  of  this  review  should  be  to  determine  if  shortfalls  or  retention  issues 
can  be  directly  attributed  to  the  use  of  CLS.  In  some  cases  Marines  working  in  close 
proximity  to  contractors  who  are  doing  the  same  work  for  more  pay  may  be  incentivized 
to  leave  the  service  to  find  contract  work.  This  can  prove  to  be  very  costly  for  a  service  as 
small  as  the  Marine  Corps. 

Finding  a  link  between  MOS  shortfalls  and  CLS  utilization  allows 
commanders  as  well  as  manpower  professionals  to  balance  retention  efforts  and  CLS 
usage  to  ensure  the  right  balance  is  achieved.  This  link,  and  its  cause,  could  also  be 
used  to  justify  retention  incentives  such  as  reenlistment  bonuses.  This  allows  the 
Marine  Corps  and  individual  units  to  ensure  that  the  appropriate  level  of  technical 
proficiency  is  retained  and  directly  ensures  readiness. 

Conclusion 

From  1990  to  2010,  DOD  and  the  Marine  Corps  increased  their  use  of  CLS  by  an 
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approximate  168%.  This  was  an  unprecedented  increase  and  it  created  a  situation  in 
which  DoD  became  reliant  on  CLS.  This  increase  was  in  part  a  by-product  of  DoD’s 
venture  to  utilize  PBL  in  order  to  augment  organic  logistic  support  during  a  period  of 
high  operational  tempo.  As  such,  CLS  has  proven  to  be  an  invaluable  and  necessary 
logistical  tool.  A  tool  that  enabled  DoD  to  conduct  the  wars  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan 
simultaneously  without  necessitating  a  draft. 

Despite  being  an  effective  tool  the  prolonged  use  of  CLS  has  resulted  in 
unintended  consequences.  The  major  consequence  is  that  the  prolonged  use  of 
CLS,  resulted  in  DoD  and  the  Marine  Corps  becoming  overly  reliant  on  CLS  for 
basic  and  in  some  cases  advanced  logistical  support.  This  state  of  reliance  is 
unacceptable  for  the  Marine  Corps  as  they  are  the  smallest  service  component  and  the 
nations  force  in  readiness. 

The  Marine  Corps  reliance  on  CLS  goes  against  the  expeditionary  nature  and  the 
direction  found  in  Joint  Vision  2020,  Marine  Corps  Vision  &  Strategy  2025,  and  Marine 
Corps  Order  4200.33.  Reliance  on  CLS  is  extremely  expensive  and  its  sustainment  at 
current  levels  is  simply  not  feasible.  Reliance  on  CLS  has  the  potential  to  degrade 
technical  proficiency  of  individual  Marines,  Marine  units  and  the  Marine  Corps  as  a 
whole.  This,  in  turn,  may  impact  the  capability  of  the  joint  force.  The  reliance  on  CLS 
creates  the  potential  for  retention  issues  within  certain  MOSs;  It  can  also  erode  the 
expeditionary  capability  of  the  Marine  Corps  by  degrading  agility.  This  in  turn  negatively 
impacts  the  fundamental  readiness  of  the  Marine  Corps. 

To  prevent  the  past  and  current  CLS  trends  from  negatively  impacting  readiness, 
it  is  essential  for  the  Marine  Corps  to  understand  exactly  the  extent  in  which  it  is  reliant 
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on  CLS.  This  understanding  is  critical  and  its  importance  cannot  be  understated.  In 
addition,  the  Marine  Corps  will  need  to  understand  the  quantity  of  personnel  as  well  as 
equipment  (organic  assets)  that  will  be  required  to  reduce  the  reliance  on  CLS.  These 
understandings  then  can  be  used  to  create  the  right  mixture  of  CLS  and  organic  capability 
in  order  to  logistically  support  the  right  sized  force.  Once  obtained,  a  right  sized  CLS  and 
organic  capability  mixture  will  enable  the  Marine  Corps  to  reduce  costs,  retain  skill  sets, 
retain  personnel  and  to  increase  deploy-ability. 
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Constant  2010  billions 


Appendix  A:  Contract  Spending  by  Category 


Figure  3-3.  DoD  Contract  Spending  on  Services  by  Component,  1990-2010 
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